


represent in Arizona, we ask EPA to consider the impacts the Proposed Rule will have on rates and the
local economy. To this end, we ask EPA to address the following questions:”

L Why did EPA impose such an aggressive interim target on Arizona? Did EPA consider
allowing states to develop a more gradual and less economically disruptive approach to achieving
reductions?

2 Did EPA analyze the localized economic impacts that could result from coal plant
retirements? In particular, did EPA consider the strain that coal-plant retirements will place on rural
areas?

3. Please explain the legal and regulatory mechanisms EPA understands it has under the
Clean Air Act to require the Arizona Corporation Commission to direct merchant NGCCs to increase
generation to replace generation from existing coal-fired plants?

4, Did EPA analyze the impact of stranded costs from early retirement of coal-fired power
plants on Arizona’s electric rates? If so, please explain the process and results.

5. EPA’s supporting documentation indicates that the marginal cost of abatement of
greenhouse gas emissions in Arizona is significantly higher than in all but six states. What is the
explanation for this disparity?

6. EPA’s supporting documentation indicates it did not consider the nuclear and
hydropower facilities currently operating in Arizona. These facilities help Arizona achieve one of the
nation’s lowest per MWH GHG rates, which makes the imposition of further limits on the state seem
more unfair and inappropriate. Why did EPA ignore these zero-emission resources?

¥ Arizona relies on its base-load coal generation to meet summer peak load needs when
ambient temperatures can exceed 115 degrees. Did EPA analyze the impact of its proposal on the state’s
ability to continue to reliably serve customers when energy is needed most?
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